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REMARKS 

Initially, Applicant expresses appreciation to the Examiner for the courtesies extended in 
the recent in-person interview conducted with Applicant's repesentatives. The amendments and 
remarks presented herein are consistent with those discussions. Accordingly, entry of this 
amendment and reconsideration of the pending claims is respectfully requested. 

The Office Action, mailed November 16, 2007, considered and rejected claims 1-10, 12- 
18 and 20-38. Claims 1-10, 12-18 and 20-37 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bruckert et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,430,761) in view of Dacosta (U.S. Patent 
No. 6, 978,023) and further in view of Sagefalk et al. (U.S. Publ. No. 2003/02201 16). Claim 38 
was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Sagefalk} 

By this paper, claims 1, 24, 28, 29, 33, 34, and 36 are amended while no claims are 
canceled or added. Accordingly, following this paper, claims 1-10, 12-18 and 20-38 are 
pending, of which claims 1, 23, 24, 36 and 38 are the only independent claims at issue. 

As reflected in the above claim listing, Applicant's claims are generally directed to 
methods, computer readable storage media, systems, and data structures that allow a mobile 
client device to obtain information identifying other client stations located near that client device 
where at least some of the other client stations are mobile. For instance, as recited in claim 1, a 
method for detecting the proximity of multiple client stations and letting at least one of those 
client stations know of the other proximate stations includes obtaining signal strength data of 
signals received by a first client from a stationary base station. Additionally, signal strength data 
from other client stations is received with regard to the stationary base station, where the first 
client station and the other client stations are remote from the base station. The signal strength 
data of the first client station is compared with the signal strength data of the other client stations 
and it is determined that the first client device is proximate one or more other client stations 
based on the signal strength data of the various resources. The identity of the one or more other 
client stations determined to be near the first client station is then sent to the first station, thereby 
identifying the nearby other client station(s). 

1 Although the prior art status of the cited art is not being challenged at this time, Applicant reserves the right to challenge the 
prior art status of the cited art at any appropriate time, should it arise. Accordingly, any arguments and amendments made herein 
should not be construed as acquiescing to any prior art status of the cited art. 
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Independent claim 23 recites a computer-readable storage media having instructions 
stored thereon for performing a method corresponding to the method of claim 1. Claim 24 
recites a system that includes a client device having an output mechanism for reporting data 
obtained in a manner generally consistent with that of claim 1. Claim 36 recites a data structure 
storing network resource information, base station information, and signal strength data useful 
for obtaining the proximity information reported in claim 1 . Claim 38 recites a similar method in 
which an identification of the user of the nearby client station is also presented to the first client 
station. 

While Bruckert, Dacosta, and Sagefalk generally relate to wireless systems, Applicant 
respectfully submits that they fail to disclose, suggest, or reasonably support each and every 
limitation of the pending claims. For example, none of these references teaches, suggests or 
reasonably supports a mobile device that may receive identification of other mobile devices that 
are located near the mobile device as specified in each of the independent claims in combniation 
with the other claim elements. 

Both Bruckert and Dacosta generaly disclose that signal strength may be used to 
determine the proximity of a wireless device to a network boundary , but fail to disclose or 
suggest that signal strengths of two different client stations are used to determine their relative 
proximity to each other, let alone that the identification of a nearby client station having a 
compared signal strength is sent to the other client station, as claimed in combination with the 
other claim elements. 2 

Sagefalk likewise fails to teach or reasonably support these same elements. In Sagefalk, a 
mobile device receives information from various base stations indicating what segments of the 
wireless system each base station covers. The mobile device then uses this information to 
calculate its position with relation to those base stations. However, Sagefalk fails to teach or 
suggest that a client device can receive the identity of other mobile client devices that are near 
the client device. The only identity sent to the mobile device is that of the base stations which 
are not mobile. Therefore, Sagefalk, like Bruckert and Dacosta, fails to teach or reasonably 
support that signal strengths of two different mobile client stations are used to determine their 



2 The Office acknowledged in the office action at page 4 that both Bruckert and Dacosta fail to disclose sending to the first client station an 
identification of the one or more other client stations determined to be proximate the first client station. Notably, however, Sagefalk does not 
remedy this. In Sagefalk, the identification is of other base stations, not mobile clients as required by each of the claims. 
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relative proximity to each other. It likewise fails to teach or suggest that the identification of a 
nearby mobile client having a compared signal strength is sent to the other mobile client. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant respectfully submits that the other rejections to the 
claims are now moot and do not, therefore, need to be addressed individually at this time. It will 
be appreciated, however, that this should not be construed as Applicant acquiescing to any of the 
purported teachings or assertions made in the last action regarding the cited art or the pending 
application, including any official notice. Instead, Applicant reserves the right to challenge any 
of the purported teachings or assertions made in the last action at any appropriate time in the 
future, should the need arise. Furthermore, to the extent that the Examiner has relied on any 
Official Notice, explicitly or implicitly, Applicant specifically requests that the Examiner 
provide references supporting the teachings officially noticed, as well as the required motivation 
or suggestion to combine the relied upon notice with the other art of record. 

In the event that the Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this 
application that may be clarified through a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to 
contact the undersigned attorney at (801) 533-9800. 

Dated this 16 th day of April, 2008. 



Respectfully submitted, 




RICK D. NYDEGGER 
Registration No. 28,651 
COLBY C. NUTTALL 
Registration No. 58,146 
Attorneys for Applicant 
Customer No. 047973 
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